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1ABSTRACT
Traditionally, school bullying has been 
depicted with stereotypical images in films 
and media, and the very use of the word 
“bullying” itself continues to have strong 
connotations. Although research does 
partly support common stereotypes, it has 
also shown that there is a significant gap 
between perceptions and reality when it 
comes to bullying.
Bullying has much more clearly defined 
behaviors than in the past. The definitions 
and behaviors are supported by socio-
scientific research and statistics. However, 
changes in the phenomenon of bullying as 
well as perceptions of it have never been 
examined. The writer’s purpose in this 
paper is to examine when, how and why 
changes have occurred in the intensity of 
bullying as well as in common perceptions 
of bullying. There have been three phases 
in perceptions of school bullying: pre-
1990s, 1990-1997, and post-1997 (school 
shootings). The school shootings in the 
late 1990s spurred researchers to include 
multidimensional features of violence in 
their definition of bullying. As a result, 
the term “bullying” includes much 
broader definitions and behaviors than 
before. The phenomenon called bullying 
has also changed during the past three 
decades in accordance with changes in 
society. Causes of the increase in bullying 
can be understood by examining changes 
in family, school, and politics.
Key words : bullying, teasing, family, school, 
politics
1. Introduction
Humiliation, threats, and social ostracism 
by classmates are common experiences in 
「いじめ」の定義の変遷：
1990年以前、1990年－1997年、1997年－2005年
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schools around the world. Bullying has 
traditionally been thought of as a common 
human exper ience and a very o ld 
phenomenon. It has often been described 
in literature, and many adults have 
experienced some form of school bullying 
and consider it to be a normal part of 
growing up (Olweus, Fried&Fried, and 
others). 
Bullying has also been associated with 
stereotypical images. According to 
Webster’s Dictionary (1979), for instance, 
a bully is “a person who hurts, frightens, 
threatens, or tyrannizes those who are 
smaller or weaker” (240). Bullies have 
been stereotyped as big, mean, and dull 
males who taunt weaker and vulnerable 
boys. Hollywood has perpetuated these 
notions (Cross). Stereotypical bullies and 
their victims are well illustrated in 
cartoons such as Popeye , films such as 
The Bad News Bears  (1976), and more 
recently in J.K. Rowling’s Harry Potter 
books. Cross (2001) argues that definitions 
of bullying like the one from Webster’s 
(above) help TV programs and films 
perpetuate stereotypical images and 
outmoded notions. For instance, some 
people believe that being the victim of 
school bullying “toughens” kids so that 
they can survive in the “real world” while 
others believe that school bullying occurs 
because “parents spoil children.” This last 
idea supports the belief that bullying 
teaches children how bad physical and 
mental pain is.
Some people believe that school bullying is 
natural and a “rite of passage.” Some 
parents and teachers still believe that 
victims of bullying should grow up by 
solving the problem on their own as a 
developmental problem. According to 
Kevin Dwyer, former president of the 
N a t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  S c h o o l 
Psychologists, “a lot of people believe that 
bullying toughens kids and that if they 
learn to handle it , they'll be better 
competitors” (Boodman, 2001).
These notions have survived and delayed 
the study of bullying in the US.
Despite these widely held beliefs, there is 
a  d i s c r e p an cy  b e tween  c ommon 
perceptions of bullying and the real 
phenomenon. Although adults often 
imagine bullying as what they and/or 
their classmates experienced in their own 
childhoods, bullying today is very different 
from these common perceptions that are 
rooted in the past. What we understand 
as bullying today is different and now is 
the time to recognize this difference. 
Moreover, the definition of bullying is 
now multidimensional and includes social 
issues such as school shootings. The results 
of bullying are different than what they 
once were; these increasingly drastic effects 
have changed the amount of attention 
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schools and parents currently pay to 
bullying. Although it is an old phenomenon, 
bullying today encompasses broader 
definitions and behaviors. In the last three 
decades, the phenomenon of bullying has 
evolved to become a social problem rather 
than an issue purely for juveniles, as have 
people’s perceptions of it.
Bullying is a serious problem in most 
schools not only in the US, but also in many 
other countries. Until the 1980s, however, 
attempts to study bullying were largely 
confined to Scandinavia. In the late 1980s 
and  ear ly  1990s ,  bu l l y ing  among 
schoolchildren gradually began to receive 
some public and scholarly attention in 
other countries such as Japan, England, 
the Netherlands, Canada, Australia, and 
the United States (Olweus, 1993 p1).
Until the 1990s, educators and other 
professionals in the US underestimated 
the  scope  o f  the  phenomenon .  In 
American society, bullying became a 
serious issue for educators, children, and 
parents because of the increased incidence 
of suicide attempts by students and school 
shootings. According to Dr. Dan Olweus, 
American schools have approximately 2.1 
million bullies and 2.7 million of their 
victims (Journal article of the National 
School Safety Center, qtd in Fried and 
Fried, 1996). Experts agree that the 
intensity of bullying has increased over 
the last ten years, with estimates ranging 
from 33 to 80 percent of students 
reporting being bullied in school. Studies 
have also found that bullies and their 
victims suffer more serious long-term 
trauma and psychological damage from 
bul lying than those who were not 
involved in bullying (Brockenbrough, 
2002, Olweus, Cross and others). These 
findings dramatically changed Americans’ 
perceptions of bullying.
In this paper, the writer will argue that a 
major change occurred in both the 
intensity of  bul ly ing and people’s 
perceptions of it. Before the 1990s, there 
were few studies on school bullying and 
perceptions of it were shaped by myths 
and stereotypes. After the 1990s, studies 
from foreign countries dramatically 
changed American researchers’ notions 
about bullying, and systematic studies of 
bu l ly ing  began  in  the  US .  These 
movements became more intense after 
the widely publicized school shootings 
that occurred between1997 and 2000. 
Regardless of location or age, all shooters 
have had some experience of being 
bullied at school. The writer proposes 
that the increased intensity of bullying in 
the 1990s prompted systematic studies 
into its causes and effects, and these 
studies brought about a change in 
Americans’ understanding of bullying. 
These changing perceptions reﬂect a 
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fundamental change in US culture 
involving family dynamics, schools, the 
mass media and political considerations. 
The change in perceptions about bullying 
is significant because it reﬂects changes in 
the culture of school as well as in 
Amer ican soc ie ty  as  a  who le .  By 
investigating the way perceptions and the 
intensity of bullying have changed, the 
writer wishes to point out a direction for 
possible future research: an exploration of 
the effects of recent changes in US 
culture on school bullying.
2. Purpose and limits of this paper
Although the characteristics of bullying 
are similar in many countries, people’s 
perceptions changed dramatically in the 
US during the 1990s. 
Bullying is common in North American 
literature; it is a classic theme in fiction, 
and is the subject of many personal 
reminiscences. The definition of bullying is 
rarely discussed in these; it seems to 
depend on stereotypes and widely held 
beliefs. There is no evidence that these 
beliefs are true, and many researchers 
suggest that bullying can inﬂict serious 
p sycho l og i c a l  h a rm  on  ch i l d r en . 
Therefore, the writer will exclude from 
this paper studies of fiction, literature, 
film and personal narrative and focus 
instead on scientific approaches to 
bullying. The writer wil l  l imit her 
discussion to American research literature 
from the social and behavioral sciences, 
partially including pioneer research from 
Norway and also focus her discussion 
around three phases: pre-1990s, 1990-1997, 
and 1998-2005. The writer also tried to 
capture the culture of that period by 
using the articles and books of those days.
Difficulty in measurement
Until the 1990s, there were few reliable 
statistics on bullying in the US, which 
invited many myths and prejudices about 
school bullying. Okabayashi (1996) also 
points out that it is not “…a phenomenon 
which is easily defined and measured.” 
Bullying is hard to measure because it 
takes many forms, including psychological 
pressure, which can lead to the victims’ 
silence. Many surveys contain diverse and 
unintegrated statistics; these results reﬂect 
widely varying methodologies and 
definitions of bullying. As Brockenbrough 
suggests, there are wide disparities among 
measurements of bullying and victimization. 
Thus, there is no integrated way to 
compare or measure bullying incidents. 
However, statistics and evidence today can 
describe the real damage that bullying 
causes. I will try to present as many 
studies as possible so that the readers can 
see for themselves the different ways in 
which bullying is measured and defined. 
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In addition, social science research needs 
to be handled with some care. Some 
researchers are concerned about the 
possibility that an increase in the number 
o f  bu l ly ing  inc idents  repor ted  to 
researchers reﬂects recent scholarly 
attention to the phenomenon rather than 
a real change in the number of children 
bullied in schools (Best). For instance, Joel 
Best of the University of Delaware 
suggests that the rising statist ical 
incidence of school violence, which 
includes school bullying, is an effect of 
recent interest in the subject and does 
not represent a real change in behavior. 
Best attempts to demonstrate that school 
violence can be shown to be on the 
decline rather than on the rise if different 
measurement techniques are employed. 
For instance, he suggested several 
possibilities to explain a widely reported 
research result in which 30 percent of all 
students were purported to be involved 
in moderate or frequent bul ly ing . 
According to him, this number is a 
combination of students who report 
“frequent” (occurring at least weekly) and 
“moderate” (occurring at least once a 
term) bullying. While the media reports 
that 30 percent of students claimed to be 
involved in moderate to frequent bullying, 
the number of students “frequently” 
victimized by bullying was only eight 
percent. Best claimed that the report was 
trying to be inflammatory by combining 
the number of “moderate” and “frequent” 
answers. His warnings are noteworthy 
because these poss ib i l i t ies a lways 
accompany the measurement of social 
phenomenon. But 30 percent, which is a 
combination of two groups of students, is 
still a significant result for researchers 
because “moderate” bullying as defined 
in this study is stil l dangerous and 
damaging to the chi ldren who are 
experiencing it.
The writer believes that changes in the 
intensity of bullying and the evolution of 
people’s perceptions of bullying are most 
apparent if these phenomena are studied 
during three temporal phases: pre-1990 
(Phase I); 1990-1997 (Phase II) and post-
1997 to 2005 (Phase III). 
Clearly, both the intensity of bullying and 
people’s perceptions of it have changed 
along with changes in society, and these 
two cannot be discussed separately 
because they reﬂect each other: The 
intensity of bullying depends on people’s 
perceptions of bullying and people’s 
understandings of bullying reﬂect its 
intensity. Recent interest in bullying is 
partially responsible for our better 
understanding of the problem. Since this 
field is fair ly new in the US, most 
researchers study it from cognitive and 
psychological aspects, and no researchers 
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ever studied these historical changes from 
social perspectives. The writer would like 
to examine the phenomenon from two 
perspectives and will discuss changes in the 
environmental factors surrounding bullying, 
including people’s perceptions of it.
3. Pre-1990 (Phase I)
3-1. Bullying as an International Problem
Intensity
The study of bullying began in the US as 
the study of an international problem. 
Although bullying is considered to be an 
old phenomenon, it was not until fairly 
recently—in the early 1970s—that efforts 
were made to study it systematically 
(Olweus1973, 1978); these efforts began in 
Norway. Dan Olweus, a pioneer researcher 
in this field and a psychologist at the 
University of Bergen in Norway, initiated 
the systematic study of bullyingi.
A strong societal concern in bully/victim 
problems was first aroused in Sweden in 
the late 1960s and early 1970s (Heinemann 
1972, Olweus 1973) and it quickly spread 
to the other Scandinavian countries. In 
Norway, bully/victim problems had been 
an issue of general concern in the mass 
media and among teachers and parents 
for a number of years, but the school 
authorities and researchers did not take 
any official action in regard to the 
phenomenon. However, in late 1982 in 
Norway, a newspaper reported that three 
10- to 14-year-old boys from the northern 
part of the country had committed suicide 
because of severe bullying by peers. This 
aroused considerable unease and tension 
in the mass media and the public. It created 
a chain reaction, which resulted in a 
nationwide campaign against bully/victim 
problems in Norwegian primary and 
primary schools (grades 1-9). The Norwegian 
Ministry of Education launched this 
campaign in the fall of 1983 (Olweus, 1993, 
p2). The intensity with which bullying was 
addressed in Norway gradually spread to 
the other Scandinavian countries.
Perceptions
In Norway, Olweus (1993) started to use 
the term bullying for the first time as a 
substitute for the more widely accepted 
term, “mobbingii.” He defined bullying or 
victimization in the following general way: 
“A student is being bullied or victimized 
when he or she is exposed, repeatedly 
and over time, to negative actions on the 
part of one or more other students [and] 
there is an imbalance in strength, an 
asymmetric power relationship” (Olweus, 
1986 and 1991). Bullying is a repeatedly 
performed negative behavior that has 
negative consequences for victims. If it 
occurs only once, it is considered as a 
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“same strength quarrel or fight.” Olweus’ 
definition focuses on the victims of bullies. 
He does not provide an explanation for 
why children become bullies. Instead, his 
definition places importance on situations 
of the victims. Even today, however, 
many researchers cite his definition (Fried 
& Fried, Maudlin, and others).
Olweus created a school-wide intervention 
approach to school bullying, which drew 
worldwide attention. This approach is 
described in detail in Bullying at School . 
Olweus also introduced the concept of 
psychological bullying. Before Olweus’ 
intervention programs, there was only 
one-on-one counseling with teachers and 
little information was made available to 
victims and their parents. Because 
bullying usually involves more than two 
students, Olweus maintained that it is hard 
to stop the phenomenon until the whole 
school decides to make it stop, such as by 
adopting a zero-tolerance policy. Therefore, 
Olweus argued, the prevention of school 
bullying requires a whole school approach.
In the 1970s, Olweus organized a nationwide 
campaign in his country (grades 1-9) to 
deal with bullying. Two years after the 
program began, a study of over forty 
schools revealed a 50 percent decrease in 
the frequency of bullying. These schools 
a l so  witnessed a dec l ine in  thef t , 
vandalism, and truancy during the same 
period. In addition, students reported 
higher satisfaction with school life (1993). 
The government had enough confidence 
in the program to spend lots of money 
implementing it .  After it had been 
implemented, the rate of bullying went 
down, but there were many likely causes 
that could contribute to this besides 
Olweus’ program itself. For example, 
bullying may have been reduced because 
many more people, particularly in schools, 
became aware that the Norwegian 
government considered it a problem than 
before Olweus’ program was implemented.
Olweus’ research became the basis of 
bullying research throughout the world, 
including the US. Although Olweus 
created a school -wide intervention 
program in the 1980s in Norway, most 
Americans still believed that bullying was 
a remote, foreign problem (Olweus, 2001, 
p7 ) .  In  North Amer ican scho lar ly 
literature, research interest was not 
d i r e c t l y  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  p e e r 
vict imizat ion ,  but rather with the 
phenomenon of peer rejection, which does 
not focus directly on the behavioral or 
personality characteristics of the child.
3-2. Bullying in the US
Intensity
Before 1990, many Americans believed 
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that bullying was a developmental 
problem which everyone went through 
and thus it was mostly discussed in terms 
of personal anecdotes or stereotypes.
Before the systematic study of bullying 
begun in the late 1980s in the US, 
academic literature referred to bullying in 
terms of cheating or mobbing (Why Do 
They Tease My Child? Piaget, Kohlberg). 
Although parents and children recognized 
the seriousness of bullying even at that 
time, scholars looked at it as a personal 
and developmental experience. Moreover, 
physical harassment was considered 
b u l l y i n g  o n l y  a m o n g  b o y s 
(Brockenbrough, p12).
The academic interest in bullying before 
1990 was low. In fact, the first article on 
bullying listed in ERIC (a national social 
science search engine designed to provide 
access to an extensive body of American 
educational research) was published in 
1971 in The Exceptional Parent.  In it, the 
writer used the Word “teasing” instead of 
“bullying.” Teasing was described as 
follows.
“Being teased for a disability over which 
[one] has no control is unfair. But, teasing 
and being teased is a natural part of the 
process of growing up. “Fatso!” “Skinny!” 
“Dopey!” Remember? Yes. We’ve all had 
our share- and dished it out too! Teasing 
is an ordinary part of the give and take of 
everyday life.” (p23)
The article states that bullying is part of 
a  natura l  deve lopmenta l  process . 
Although the definition of bullying 
described here corresponds to “verbal 
bullying” today, the article suggests that 
bullying is something that everybody 
experiences and overcomes. The study 
relies on personal experiences and social 
norms. At that time, even scholars based 
academic explanations on their personal 
experiences and stereotypical images of 
bullying rather than quantitative social 
and behavioral science research.
In the US, there have not been enough 
studies to measure whether bullying has 
occurred or not. Because bullying was 
perceived as a developmental problem 
before 1990, it is assumed that the 
frequency of its occurrence will remain 
relatively constant. An increase in 
bullying therefore would correspond to an 
increase in developmental problems. Early 
US literature claimed that bullying and 
“teasing” were developmentally necessary.
Perceptions
Although there are no academic reviews 
about bullying itself, we see stereotypes 
of it in movies and literature. Moreover, 
people’s perceptions of bullying can be 
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understood through Piaget’s theory of 
cognitive development, which seems to 
support the stereotypes. Piaget used the 
term “cheating” to explain peer conﬂicts 
and punishments. Cheating behavior, 
according to Piaget (1968), helps children 
deal with scholastic pressures.
Piaget studied boys from the ages of four 
t o  twe l v e  u s i ng  t h e  me th od s  o f 
observation and interviewing. Piaget and 
h is  co -workers began the ir  mora l 
judgment research by analyzing the rules 
children followed when playing a simple 
game of marbles. By observing how 
children learned about the rules and how 
they reacted to new situations and by 
interviewing children about moral issues, 
they established stages of cognitive 
development for chi ldren. Piaget’s 
research team observed children’s total 
acceptance of the rules arrived at by 
common consensus and described the 
moral pressure that groups exert upon 
the individual. From examples such as 
lying, adult authority , punishment, 
responsibility, and cheating, Piaget 
proposed the existence of three periods in 
the development of children’s sense of 
justice.
The first period begins at the age of four 
and lasts until the child is between seven 
and eight years oldiii; the second period 
begins around seven and lasts to ten 
years of ageiv; and the third period begins 
around ten years of age.
According to him, the “young child” will 
not try to initiate “bullying” since it is 
prohibited by adults. He refers to two 
types of bullying, the “physical bully,” 
and the “verbal bully.” If bullying occurs 
during the first stage, it would be mainly 
physical and would end shortly, since 
ch i ldren  w i l l  t e l l  adu l t s  about  i t 
immediately. Verbal bullying will rarely 
occur during the first stage of cognitive 
development. Also, children in the first 
stage of cognitive development will 
condemn bullies because bullies do not 
obey adult-imposed rules, such as the 
prohibition on name-calling. However, 
those who are “different,” for example, 
physically, mentally, or linguistically, 
would be bullied if parents have not 
prohibited it. Between the ages of seven 
and ten, unreasonable bullying can 
happen. But according to Piaget, this 
bullying can only be “as good as small 
cheating” since children at this stage of 
cognitive development can only see things 
in terms of themselves (1968).
During the third stage of cognitive 
development, children realize that people 
create rules and lawsv. It is during this 
stage that severe school bullying occurs. 
Piaget predicts that one of two things is 
bound to happen in the third stage of 
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cognitive development. One possibility is 
that “each boy will try to curry favor 
with the master, regardless of his toiling 
neighbor. If the neighbor is defeated, he 
will resort to cheating behavior. The 
other possibi l ity is that pupils will 
cooperate in organized cheating to resist 
scholastic pressure” (Piaget,1965,287). 
Piaget (1965) pointed out that both of 
these two “defense mechanisms” would 
appear in older boys between the ages of 
twelve and seventeen. Between eleven 
and twelve, children ban lies and cheating 
among themselves , and attempt to 
develop solidarity. This suggests that 
when children gain the capacity to make 
their own rules, they also develop the 
ability to execute bullying when they 
perceive that the victim has disobeyed 
orders and violated his or her obligation 
to the group. He contends that during the 
third stage of cognitive development, 
children gain the ability to cooperate. 
This new form of social life engenders 
mutual respect that stems from unilateral 
respect and leads to new forms of moral 
feeling that differ from the external 
obedience of the first stage. The children 
cease to tease others because they 
become conscious of the definition of the 
concepts they are using. They also acquire 
a partial aptitude for self-analysis of their 
own mental experiments and begin to 
structure “formal thoughts.” For Piaget, 
affection alone is not enough to produce 
obligation, and fear alone causes only a 
physical or self-interested obedience, but 
respect involves both affection and the 
fear associated with the position of the 
inferior in relation to the superior; 
therefore, children who develop respect 
are ready to accept orders out of a sense 
of obligation (1969).
Piaget’s research is the backbone for the 
traditional perceptions that bullying is a 
developmental experience which only 
boys have. Although Piaget acknowledged 
physical and verbal bullying, he never 
mentioned social isolation or girls’ 
bu l ly ing among ch i ldren .  And he 
underestimated youngster’s bullying; for 
him, bullying carried out by younger 
children is “as good as small” bullying. 
According to him, there is no bullying by 
younger children, no bystanders, and 
between the bully and his victim there is 
an irreversible power imbalance. Piaget’s 
theory itself could be partly shaped by 
stereotypes because he did not see 
bullying as other than a developmental 
phenomenon.
One could argue that Piaget’s theory of 
cognitive development is a product of a 
time when all lines of thinking about 
bullying suggested that bullying was 
developmental in nature. Both Piagetian 
theory and notions of bullying were 
shaped by the same larger worldviews.
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4. 1990-1997 (Phase II)
Intensity
Gradually, Americans began to see 
bullying within their own country and 
studied it further. American researchers 
reversed Piaget’s theories through more 
scientifically oriented approaches to the 
problem. Those investigations found 
serious long-term effects of bullying and 
revealed different types of bullying such 
as girls’ bullying or youngsters’ bullying. 
Through such studies, bullying became a 
footnote in school violence prevention 
p r o g r a m s .  N o n e t h e l e s s ,  s c h o o l 
administrators still considered it to be a 
minor problem.
Perceptions
Long-term effects of bullying behavior
People’s perceptions of bullying changed 
dramatically after the studies of bullying 
carried out in the 1970s in Norway 
determined that bullying has severe long-
term effects in the later lives of both 
bull ies and their victims, including 
depression, low self-esteem and higher 
incidences of involvement in crime and 
suicide. Since the same results those were 
reported in the US, American theorists 
have begun to pay more serious attention 
to bullying. They found that bullying is 
not just a “temporal problem” for children 
but affects their later life seriously. As a 
result, bullying came to be seen as a 
psychological problem.
Fried and Fried (1996) found that adults’ 
memories of childhood bullying remain 
strong in later life. A study of eighty-
seven people in the US by Fried and 
Fried indicated that 82 percent of the 
adults who participated in the study felt 
that they experienced harmful abuse 
when they were between nine and 
thirteen years of age. Forty-two percent 
of the respondents acknowledged that 
they had been bullies themselves. Fried 
and Fried carefully chose the respondents 
because i t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  to  measure 
remembered past. Adults become silent 
or pretend to forget painful and shameful 
past events. The researchers selected the 
respondents from educational fields 
because these people are trained to and 
more responsible to try to remember the 
past. These researchers discovered how 
deeply bullying had affected those whom 
they studied. Bullying is not a rite of 
passage; it has serious side effects. 
Although the phenomenon itself is 
considered old, Americans learned of the 
serious side effects of bullying for the first 
time, which are different from the beliefs 
that bullying is a developmental problem.
Moreover, the victims of bullying typically 
see themselves as failures and feel stupid, 
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ashamed, unattractive ,  lonely ,  and 
abandoned at school (Huesmann, Olweus, 
Pollack, and others). Many researchers 
found from individual or group counseling 
that the victims experience long-term 
lower self-esteem, which can lead to 
suicide attempts and depression. In 
addition, bystanders of bullying—those 
who witnessed bullying but did nothing 
to stop it, tend to feel uncomfortable 
about their non-response or ineffective 
response, and they therefore stop trying 
to intervene, and feel badly about their 
decision (Hazler, 1996, p196).
Another serious finding in the US was 
that 60 percent of those characterized as 
bullies in grades six to nine had a criminal 
record by age 24. Research shows that 
school bullies are more likely to become 
adult bullies, using their primitive tactics 
to try to get their way in adult life 
(Olweus, 1993, Maudlin, 2002). These 
findings are, of course, precisely the 
opposite of the “developmental” approach, 
which has an even greater danger of 
promoting destructive stereotyping. If 
someone is going to outgrow their 
misbehavior, as the developmental model 
would predict, there is no need to label 
them as a bully. They will get over it soon 
enough. But if the experience of bully 
carries over into adulthood, then, there is 
more of a case for concern. However, not 
all children who engage in bully later 
engage in criminal behavior in adulthood. 
What can be said, then, is that adult 
criminals were more likely to have been 
bullies when they were young. 
Similar studies in the US indicate that 
young bullies carry a one-in-four chance 
of having a criminal record by age 30 
(Leonard Eron and Rowell Huesmann). 
There is thus an empirical correlation 
between participation in bullying as a 
child and participation in crime as an 
adult. Although there are many other 
factors bes ides bul ly ing that may 
influence what happens to adults who 
were bullies, these numbers made people 
believe that we might be fostering future 
criminals in schools if we do not take 
some action to prevent bullying. Results 
such as this increased popular awareness 
of the seriousness of bullying.
4-1 A Gender Difference in Bullying
The first researcher to challenge the 
stereotypes surrounding bullying was 
Caro l  G i l l i g an  ( 1 992 )  o f  Harva rd 
University, who pointed out bullying by 
girls. She claimed that the sampling bias 
of white male researchers who had come 
before her, such as Kohlberg, invalidated 
their results. These researchers applied 
Piaget’s theory to the development of 
moral thinking. Gilligan is mainly known 
for challenging Kohlberg, but in her 
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c l a i m s ,  s h e  c r i t i c i z e d  p r e v i o u s 
researchers’ use of male samples for 
establishing their theories. Until then, 
bullying was thought of as an exclusively 
male phenomenon. Gilligan introduced the 
concept of social bullying or neglect 
within groups of girls. By doing so, she 
revealed that Piaget’s theory had weak 
points, particularly in its limiting studies 
of  cognit ive development to boys . 
According to Gilligan, previous cognitive 
theorists’ theories come almost entirely 
f rom Western  ma le  behav ior  and 
experiences (Grobman).
Gilligan proposed that women’s stages of 
cognitive development are different from 
those of men. She suggested that morality 
for women had been associated with 
being “selﬂess”; women’s important 
decisions were typically based not on 
their own deepest feelings but on highly 
respected rules of the “patriarchal 
culture.” According to Gilligan, between 
the ages of eleven and around fifteen, 
girls cease to speak out and instead begin 
to increase substantially their use of the 
phrase, “I don’t know.” By contrast, 
P iaget found that boys’ cognit ive 
development at the same ages consists of 
an increase in competitiveness and 
quarreling. Girls tend to place more 
i m p o r t a n c e  t h a n  b o y s  o n  t h e i r 
relationships with others. Gilligan argues 
that girls are more broad-minded toward 
rules and willing to make exceptions. She 
claims that “if [girls] remain open and 
vulnerable, they will be teased, bullied, or 
shamed.” Girls are therefore more likely 
to fight by using indirectly aggressive 
tactics such as manipulation (Brown and 
Gilligan, 1992). This phenomenon is called 
“social bullying” by Gilligan.
Many researchers now agree that there 
are several differences in the bully 
behavior of boys and girls. Boys bully 
more than girls do, and the tormenting is 
more often physical. Girl’s bullying tends 
to take a more psychological approach, 
us ing  tac t i c s  such  as  whisper ing 
campaigns ,  rumor spread ing ,  and 
shunning, all of which are intended to 
destroy friendships.
Debra J. Pepler of York University found 
that 23 percent of boys surveyed said 
they had engaged in bullying while only 8 
percent of the girls admitted that they had 
done sovi. However, there are an equal 
number of victims of each gender (1994). 
A n o t h e r  1 9 9 3  s u r v e y  t h a t  w a s 
administered in Upstate New York found 
that 53 percent of the victims of bullies 
are girls in middle school. The same study 
shows that 89.3 percent of physical bullies 
are boys, while 67.1 percent of verbal 
bullies are girls (Barone, 1997).
According to Maudlin (2002, p46), in the 
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US, manipulations of friendships, social 
exclusion, spreading rumors of negative 
behavior or sexual activity, and smear 
campaigns can all be a part of female 
bullying strategies. By contrast, boys’ 
bullying generally does not involve 
friendship or the lure of it. Researchers of 
girls’ bullying such as Margaret Sagarese, 
the author of Cliques, or Stan Davis, a 
guidance counselor at an elementary 
school in Maine, all found difficulty in 
intervening in girls’ bullying (qtd in 
Maudlin, 2002). Maudlin (2002) suggests 
that girl’s bullying is often a group 
activity, and that it is thus difficult to 
intervene .  She a lso  suggests  that 
changing schools can be the best solution 
for the victims. These findings established 
a definition of girls’ bullying and led to 
modifications in Piaget’s theory.
4-2.Youngster bullying
Fried and Fried (1996) are concerned 
about youngster bullying on the grounds 
that bullying can begin at as early as two 
to three years old. This bullying can often 
take the form of physical aggression. 
Based on their interviews of caregivers 
and elementary school teachers, Fried 
and Fried found that early patterns of 
behavior tend to remain constant and 
even increase rather than recede as 
chi ldren become older. Aggressive 
behaviors at an early age can indicate a 
r isk for later criminal behavior in 
adolescents and even adults. Fried and 
Fried (1996) urged the empowering of the 
victims and younger students through 
i n c r e a s ed  adu l t  s upe rv i s i on  and 
intervention efforts. They believed that 
young children report bullying to adults 
more easily, while children in middle 
school are less likely to reveal their 
concerns, which could be consistent with 
Piaget. Becky Kochenderfer-Ladd and 
James Wardrop (2001) also point out that, 
while there are few statistical studies on 
younger children, they perceive bullying 
as a significant threat to children’s 
wellbeing. 
Most bullying occurs in places that are 
outside the observation of adults, such as 
in bathrooms or hallways in the school 
(Olweus). Thus, a study on bullying needs 
student cooperation to supplement adult 
observation. However, it is difficult to 
measure younger children’s bullying 
because they are too young for research 
that involves questionnaires or interviews. 
In addition, telling the fact of bullying to 
adu l t s  o f t e n  c r e a t e s  s h ame  a nd 
embarrassment in children (Maudlin, 
Cooper, and others). These findings and 
concerns also led to modifications in 
Piaget’s theory and increased people’s 
understanding of bullying.
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4-3. Participants in bullying
According to the traditional assumption, 
bullying affects only bullies and their 
victims; thus, other children are thought 
to be safe and unaffected by the problem. 
However, researchers are still considering 
bystanders’ participation in school 
bullying. Furthermore, researchers have 
found that bullies and their victims have 
similar characteristics despite their power 
imbalance. 
Bystanders to bullying make up the 
majority of students. According to Peter 
Fonagy, a psychologist, bullies and their 
victims make up only ten to twenty 
percent  o f  s tudents  (“Let  Bu l l i es 
B ewa r e”) .  By s t a nd e r s ,  h oweve r , 
intentionally or unintentionally, support 
the whole drama of bullying (“Let Bullies 
Beware”) and they are viewed by the 
author as contributors to violence, 
including homicide and suicide (Okie, 
2001).
Fried and Fried (1996) call bystanders 
“witnesses,” while other researchers 
include bystanders as participants in 
bullying. Kiyonaga et al. (1985) also point 
out that most bullying occurs in public 
areas but no intervention by bystanders 
is made to stop it.
Contrary to the traditional notion that 
bullies and their victims are opposite 
when it comes to such traits as physical 
appearance, socioeconomic status, or 
marital status of the parents, some 
researcher have observed that bullies and 
their victims have similar characteristics. 
Researchers have found that bullies and 
victims are the products of the same 
environmental influences and that 20 
percent of victims were once bullies 
themselves. According to Hazler (1996), 
bullies and their victims share these eight 
features: 1) a strong desire for power and 
control; 2) similar identities for success ; 3) 
similar learned behaviors; 4) poor verbal 
and relationship skills; 5) similar physical 
characteristics; 6) similar grades and 
academic records; 7) poor physical and 
psychological maturation; and 8) troubled 
families. Hazler found that both bullies and 
the  v i c t ims  o f  bu l l i e s  have  poor 
psychological functioning as listed above.
Other researchers also suggest that 
bull ies and their victims have four 
similarities despite their unequal power 
relationship. First, both bullies and their 
victims are the products of families where 
corporal punishment or inconsistent 
discipline were employed, and these 
families are troubled and have poor 
parenting skills. The pressures from these 
families seem to control the bullies and 
their victims and drive them to be either 
too aggressive or too passive at school 
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(“Everything You Know about Bullying is 
wrong” 2001, Curtner-Smith, 2000, and 
others). Second, insecurity, anxiety, and 
depression characterize both bullies’ and 
their victims’ poorer psychological 
functioning (Olweus and others). Third, a 
fifth of victims are bullies themselves (Leo, 
2001). Finally, bullying has similar long-
term negative consequences for both 
bul l ies  and the ir  v ict ims ,  such as 
involvement in crime, depression, and low 
self-esteem (Olweus and others). At the 
same time, based on many interviews in 
classrooms, researchers such as Fried and 
Fried (1996) claim that bullies are people 
who want to be popular, while victims are 
different, too gentle, or too vulnerable, and 
these claims support traditional beliefs. 
These findings of Fried and Fried thus 
seem to be contradictory to the bully/ 
v i c t im  p r ofi l e s  o f f e r ed  by  o t h e r 
investigators.
The research indicating that bullies and 
their victims both suffer from poor family 
dynamics promoted prevention and 
intervention programs for bullying 
be c au s e  t h i s  v i ew  enab l e s  more 
systematic approaches to those involved 
in bullying. The notion that bullies and 
their victims are both the victims of 
family problems, and the idea that 
bystanders are also participants in 
bullying (by promoting it) also widely 
changed the perception that bullying is a 
personal, individual problem. Instead, 
people are beginning to realize that the 
solution rests in a school-wide prevention 
and intervention movement.
4-4. Bullying as school violence
Beginning in the 1990s, many schools in 
the U.S. introduced anti-bullying programs 
as  an add i t i on  to  schoo l  v io lence 
prevention programs (Schwartz, 1996 and 
others) .  Although they introduced 
programs such as psycho-educational 
v ideos or theater p lay ki ts ,  these 
programs were small group activities or 
individual treatments, thus there were 
still no school-wide approaches to tackle 
bullying as in Olweus’s approach. At that 
time, American schools mainly focused on 
reducing the most ﬂagrant signs of school 
violence, like drugs and guns. It was not 
until the school shootings of 1997 that 
Americans began to look at school 
bullying more seriously.
5. Post 1997 (Phase III)— After School 
Shootings
Intensity
Before the avalanche of publicity that 
followed the school shootings in 1997, 
bullying had been seen as little more than 
a footnote to school violence prevention 
programs, which focused mostly on drugs, 
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weapons and gangs. However, school 
shootings spurred more school bullying 
research and people’s subsequent 
understandings of bullying dramatically. 
After the school shooting in 1997, adults 
tried to look at school bullying more 
seriously since victimization and bullying 
w e r e  i n v o l v e d  i n  e v e r y  c a s e 
(Brockenbrough, 2001, Maudlin, 2002). For 
instance, at Columbine High School, 
investigators found that other children 
picked on the suspects and that this 
bu l ly ing t r iggered the  shoot ings . 
Beginning in the fall of 2000, many schools 
in the United States begun adopting 
school-wide anti-bullying programs. 
Now there are whole-school bullying 
intervention programs in most American 
schools. ERIC first included the term 
“bullying” in its “keyword thesaurus” in 
July, 1998, after several school shootings 
had already occurred in the US. This 
reflected people’s increased interest in 
academic study of bullying. Bullying was 
defined as “cruelty and intimidation by 
teasing, taunting, threatening, hitting, 
stealing, excluding, ignoring, etc.” (ERIC, 
1998). This definition reflects the wider 
range of phenomena in 1998 than were 
covered in the first definition by Olweus 
two decades before. Other evidence for 
increased academic attention to bullying 
can be seen by looking at the change in 
the number of publications about it. Since 
1980, 226 articles have been published 
that use the term “bullying” in their 
subject lines. However, only one of these 
is from the 1980s, and only 47 are from 
1990-1994. From 1995 to 1999, there were 
88 articles written and from 2000 until 
2005, there were more than 100 published 
articles. Thus, although bullying has 
always been a “serious” problem, it has 
only recently gotten serious “scholarly” 
attention.
Perceptions
A study by Nancel et al (2001) of the 
National Education Association finds that 
as many as 1.6 million children in grades 
six through ten are bullied once a week 
or more, and the frequency of bullying 
was similar regardless of the participant’
s race, gender, or location. Children of any 
location, race, gender, or class were 
equally likely to be involved in bullying as 
either a bully or a victim (Nancel, 2001, 
Cross, 2002, and others). This was the 
largest and most comprehensive study of 
bullying in the US and it found that the 
frequency of bullying in the U.S. is as 
high as that in England, Australia , 
Germany, and the Netherlands.
Nancel et al (2001) also show that nearly 
30 percent of children report being 
involved in bullying, either as a bully or 
as a victim, in the past year: 10 percent 
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as victims, 13 percent as bullies, and 6 
percent as both bully and victim (Maudlin, 
2002 p2). About 29 percent of children 
“think about” missing school each day 
because they are afraid of being picked 
on, according to National Association of 
School Psychologists (Espelage). Almost 
77 percent of students in a Midwestern 
study reported that they have been 
bullied and 14 percent of those students 
indicated that they experienced severe 
reactions to the abuse (Study conducted 
by John Hoover et al, qtd in Fried and 
Fried, 1996). According to Peter Fonagy, a 
psychologist at Harvard University, 
bullies and their victims make up only ten 
to twenty percent of students. Another 
study by Katy Allen (2002) indicated that 
bullies compose 6 percent of students, 
victims 9 percent, and bystanders 85 
percent. Nancel of the National Institute 
of Child Health and Human Development 
claims that bullying “is not limited to 
certain areas of the country, or to [certain] 
types of schools,” (qtd in Okie2001). 
As a result of these research findings, 
people’s perceptions of bullying have 
changed profoundly in the US over the 
past twenty years. Today, bullying is 
perceived as a gateway behavior for 
future involvement in antisocial behavior, 
c r i m i n a l i t y ,  a n d  a l c o h o l  a b u s e 
(Brockenbrough, 2001). Although not all 
bullies become criminals or antisocial 
people, school authorities are now alert to 
the possibility that some may. Many 
researches have also integrated negative 
teasing, sexual harassment, and even 
child abuse into the issue of school 
bullying
5-1. Teasing
Teasing has traditionally been thought to 
differ from bullying. However, after the 
school shootings of the late 1990s, some 
researchers include it in their definitions 
of bullying. For instance, Judy Freedman 
(1999), a clinical social worker, supports 
the idea that teasing can be divided into 
playful and good-humored teasing or 
hurtful teasing. According to her, “teasing 
can become harassment, if it is repeated 
or prolonged, threatens or results in 
violence, or involves inappropriate 
touching or physical contact.” She holds 
the position that although teasing cannot 
be prevented, and adults cannot control 
what children say, children can learn to 
control their own responses and reactions 
to teasing, which will “ease the tease” 
(Freedman). She suggests that children 
should tease only those who they know 
very well.
Teasing is no longer considered an 
innocent or funny behavior. It has come 
to be seen as a difficult issue which has 
many features of bullying and can lead to 
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punishment of the perpetrator.
5-2. Sexual harassment
An increasing number of reports show 
that sexual assault is becoming more 
prevalent and affecting much younger 
age groups, and some researchers now 
include sexual harassment as a kind of 
school bullying, instead of treating it 
separately (Mauldin2002, Fried and Fried 
and others).
Typical sexual activity among teens can 
take on aspects of bullying. For instance, 
in a large study, 70 percent of school 
boys said, “It is okay to lie to a girl about 
being in love with her in order to get 
her to have sex (qtd in Maudlin, p48). ” 
However, only 10 percent of these boys 
believed they would marry the first 
woman with whom they had sex, whereas 
over half of the non-virgin girls surveyed 
before having sexual intercourse for the 
first time believed that they would marry 
the first boy with whom they had sexual 
intercourse. Only 3 percent actually did 
(p49). On the other hand, most boys feel 
less guilty compared to girls about telling 
a lie in order to have a sex with girls. 
Boys repeatedly lie to girls by pretending 
to be in love with them, which is also a 
serious moral issue. Declarations of love 
can be a part of boys’ arsenals. The fact 
is, boys cheat and deceive their girlfriends 
intentionally. 
Maudlin (2002) warns of the potential 
for sexual bullying. Richards and Duel 
(2002), a school principal and a school 
counselor and the authors of “Kids, 
Cops, Counselors and Character,” found 
that there is a specific form of physical 
and verbal bullying that is especially 
hurtful to young adolescents: bullying 
that attacks their developing sexual 
identifies. According to a 1993 study by 
the American Association of University 
Women, 76 percent of boys and 85 
percent of girls reported being sexually 
harassed at school. Of those students, 80 
percent said that the harassment came 
from their peers (qtd in Fried and Fried, 
1996). The researchers considered this sort 
of harassment to be a kind of bullying.
A study that asked adults about their 
childhoods found that many adults 
were traumatized from sexual teasing. 
Examples of such teasing included picking 
on the girls wearing the “first bra” in 
the class or calling attention to “smelly” 
children experiencing hormone changes 
during puberty. Thus, sexual harassment 
can take on aspects of bullying.
5-3. Online bullying
Researchers point out that online bullying 
could become a larger problem. According 
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to Fassler and Dumas (2001), bullying 
has moved to cyberspace in e-mails and 
unmonitored chat rooms. Though the 
extent of online bullying is widely known 
these days, the writer believes that more 
attention needs to be paid to it and more 
research needs to be done on it. 
5-4. Bullying as child abuse
With the increasingly serious research 
findings about bullying, some writers 
began to claim that bullying should be 
considered an illegal behavior. Fried 
and Fried (1996) believe that bullying 
should be viewed in the context of child 
abuse, and the same legal, medical, social, 
psychiatric, and educational intervention 
concerns should be applied. According 
to Fried and Fried, bullying is peer 
abuse and an illegal behavior that needs 
to be dealt with through government 
assistance. Perpetrators should be held 
accountable and arrested, if necessary. 
Researchers, even Olweus, have begun 
using the term “peer victimization” or 
“peer harassment” rather than “bullying” 
(Juvonen and Graham, 2001, Beate, 2001, 
KochenderferLadd and Ladd, 2001, 
Hazler 1996, Brockenbrough 2001, and 
Olweus 1997, 2001). The new emphasis 
on victimization has made people see 
bullying in a new perspective.
6. Causes of Increases in Bullying:
Changes in family, school, media 
and policy
Why and how have these changes in 
perceptions of bullying occurred? In 
addition to changes over time, there are 
also environmental changes in family, 
school, the mass media, and even the 
political approaches towards caring for 
children. “We have a much clearer picture 
of school and workplace bullying than 
ever before,” says Dr. Rod Beaumont, the 
founder of Safe Schools, Safe Students 
(“Safe  schoo l s ,  Sa fe  S tudents”) . 
Research and statistical data have enabled 
people to look at bullying more closely. 
School bullying is combined with other 
violence. Bullying is overwhelmingly 
multidimensional today. By looking at 
the changes in family, school, media, and 
politics, we can see some of the changing 
family and social circumstances that affect 
children.
Family
We all acknowledge that family life 
today is very different from what existed 
during the 1960s or before. According 
to Cooper (2000), most parents do not 
spend as much time with their children 
as previous generations. As of 1986, 
parents had ten to twelve hours less 
time each week to spend with their 
children than in 1960. Also, the increase 
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in the number of working mothers today 
makes expectations for family life totally 
different than those of the 1960s.
Furthermore, the US has one of the 
highest divorce rates in the world. 
Between 1960 and the present, the divorce 
rate has increased between two and three 
times. The chances of marriage ending in 
divorce in 1960 were below 20 percent; 
in 1999, they were between 40 and 50 
percent, according to David Popenoe 
(1999) who is conservative figures, a 
director at the National Marriage project 
at Rutgers and a specialist in family life. 
In 1997 there were 1,163,000 divorces in 
the US with a rate of 4.3 per thousand 
people. Divorces affect children both 
physically and mentally. Many children 
must get accustomed to a new family 
style, living arrangements and discipline 
and reestablish their identities; all of these 
impose great stress on children. 
Many studies show that bullies are 
often the products of families practicing 
corporal punishment or inconsistent 
discipline, so it is no wonder that these 
changes in family life directly or indirectly 
explain some instances of serious bullying 
Problems in family dynamics affect 
children’s behavior; these problems can 
lead to severe bullying
William Pollack (2000), a psychologist who 
wrote Real Boy’s Voices, has beliefs 
in family that it is very important to 
maintain an affective family; if families 
spend less t ime together it leaves 
children with fewer outlets for productive 
communicat ion ,  which can lead to 
children’s unhealthy development 
(2000). A 1997 study conducted by the 
University of Michigan’s Institute 
for Social Research supports this idea 
by confirming that committed parents 
make a difference even after accounting 
for those things that parents have little 
control over. The study concluded that 
parents who report being close to their 
children, having warm relationships 
with them, do more things with them, 
and maintain high expectations for them 
have children who seem happier, better 
behaved, and better adjusted to society 
(Cooper, 2000 p8). 
Although the common family style has 
dramatically changed since the 1950s, 
many researchers would like to the 
traditional idea of a family. However, we 
need to move to a new approach, which 
is in tune with today’s styles of family 
life. The school-wide, community-wide 
intervention programs for school bullying 
can be a new solution, since so many 
students no longer live in a stable family 
environment.
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School
According to a study by Gustavson, 93 
percent of parents believe that there 
is too much violence in schools (qtd in 
Gorder1990). The school today is very 
different from what it used to be. A 1940 
study shows that the worst problems 
with children’s behavior at school were: 
1) talking, 2) gum chewing, 3) noise, 4) 
running, and 5) getting out of turn in 
line (qtd in Gorder1990). On the contrary, 
the same study performed in 1980 
showed the following problems: 1) rape, 
2) robbery, 3) assault, 4) burglary, and 5) 
arson (qtd in Gorder1990).  The National 
School Safety Center estimates that as 
many as 525,000 “attacks, shakedowns 
and robberies” occur in an average 
month in public secondary schools in 
the US (Fried & Fried, 1996). In addition, 
the National Education Association also 
reports that every day 6,250 teachers 
are threatened with bodily injury and 
260 are physically assaulted (qtd in Fried 
and Fried1996). According to the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, the 
number of children aged ten to fourteen 
who committed suicide during the 1990s 
was double the number for the 1980s (qtd 
in Fried and Fried 1996). 
Schools are different now from what they 
used to be. Many have a dangerous and 
criminal environment. Public schools have 
become crime scenes where drugs are 
sold, teachers are robbed, and homemade 
bombs are found in lockers. Hoffman 
(1996) states that students in school 
environments where violence occurs 
will not or cannot concentrate on their 
studies or meet rigorous standards, stay 
in school, perform at academic levels, or 
excel intellectually. This being the case, it 
is no wonder that school bullying has also 
become severe. 
Because of these changes in family life 
and the school environment, how bullying 
is defined and dealt with also need to 
change.
Mass Media
Americans are the most TV-addicted 
people in the worldvii. According to a 1995 
study (Putnam, 2000 p222), they watch 
TV for an average of four hours per 
day. Further, American children watch 
TV 23-28 hours per week, according to 
a 1992-93 Report on TV conducted by 
Nielsen Media Research (Hoffman, 1996 
p61). The TV has become a central piece 
of furniture in most American houses 
and it has changed the whole lifestyle 
of the American family (Putnam, Winn, 
and others). The centrally located TV 
has led to fewer conversations between 
family members. Moreover, separate TVs 
in each room set family members apart, 
and family members become strangers to 
each other because they do not interact 
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enough. The increasing number of 
working mothers and the divorce rate, as 
well as the decline of extended families 
and neighborhood ties, is linked with TV 
and the amount of TV Americans watch 
(Winn, 1 985 p148). Although Americans 
love TV, TV has been anything but kind 
to its biggest fans. In his book, Bowling 
Alone, Putnam (2000) repeatedly warns 
of TV’s effect on the American lifestyle: 
he sees TV as an “anti-civic contagion 
that has affected both men and women, 
whether in the city or suburbs, whether 
rich or not, whatever race, profession, 
marital status, and whether from the 
north or south.”
There are many criticisms in academic 
publications of the effect of the TV 
on children and family. For example, 
Marie Winn (1985), the author of The 
Plug-In Drug , says that overuse of the 
TV creates alienation, dehumanization, 
apathy, and moral vacuity in children 
(p269). It is not only harmful to children 
but “dehumanizes” them by making them 
passive observers of real life.
Many studies show a causal relationship 
between TV watching and children’s 
aggression. Fried and Fried (1996) shared 
an interesting study conducted in a remote 
Canadian village which did not have TV 
until 1973. Social scientists compared the 
behavior of children in this community 
with two similar towns that had access to 
TVs. The researchers measured the 
amount  o f  inappropr ia te  phys ica l 
aggression among forty-five first- and 
second graders. After two years of 
exposure to TV programs, as much as a 
160 percent increase in physical aggression 
was found in children of both genders. 
Similar studies in Manitoba also confirmed 
the correlation between the availability of 
TV and aggression (Fried and Fried, 1996). 
Although aggression and bullying are not 
the same, there are many correlations 
between aggression and bullying. 
Moreover, TV’s effect on aggressive 
behavior is almost always permanent. A 
1977 study that correlated TV violence 
and aggression saw the same correlation 
between TV violence and aggressive 
behavior after ten years (Smith, p112). 
Leonard Eron, the chairperson of the 
American Psychological Association 
Commission on Violence and Youth, 
concluded that, based on his extensive 
research ,  “al l  types of  aggress ive 
behavior, including illegal behaviors and 
criminal violence, had highly significant 
associations with exposure to television 
violence (qtd in Fried and Fried, 1996).”
James Garbarino (2001), a famed Cornell 
University psychologist, stated that the 
social environment can be poisoned by 
TV and can interfere with parents’ 
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attempts to set a positive agenda in the 
family. From many interviews with 
troubled children, including those who 
commi t t ed  homic ide  o r  shoo t ing , 
Garbarino claimed that 15 percent of 
aggressive behaviors are due to violence 
on TV. Garbarino suggested that TV 
habituates children to the drug scene, 
guns, and killing and said, “kids will be as 
bad as the environment allows them to 
be.” Thus, TV has both short-term and 
long-term negative effects, which only 
worsen the situation in families, schools 
and society.
Political approaches
Beginning in the 1990s, politicians often 
made statements regarding children’
s safety and well-being. Such statements 
were not common before the 1980s. 
This trend itself tells us how people’s 
concerns about bullying have changed. 
For instance, Goal 6 of the Goals 2000 
Educate America Act  (1994) reﬂects a 
great national concern regarding school 
violence. The supporting narrative for 
this goal states that “no child or youth 
should be fearful on the way to school, be 
afraid while there, or have to cope with 
pressures to make unhealthy choices.” 
After the school shootings of the late 
1990s, many politicians made statements 
regarding these shootings. They regarded 
the school shootings as products of 
modern culture. Arkansas Governor Mike 
Huckbee made such a statement after 
the Jonesboro tragedy (Doherty, 1998). In 
the Jonesboro tragedy, two high school 
children committed an act of shooting, 
aimed mostly at girls. Five people died 
and eleven people were wounded in the 
shooting. Huckbee said that Americans 
needed to publicly re-establish the modern 
moral order rather than simply punishing 
criminals. He took school shootings 
seriously and stated that we need societal 
changes to stop such tragedies.
Bill Clinton made similar statements 
regarding school culture. To create 
school and community safety, America’s 
culture of violence needs to be resolved. 
Clinton concluded a speech on this subject 
(1999) by saying, “That is my challenge 
to you. You change the culture; we’ll 
change the laws.” Clinton acknowledged 
that cultures are hard to change and 
that individuals should never use cultural 
explanations in an effort to avoid taking 
responsibility for their actions. Statements 
such as Clinton’s about changing culture 
in schools have encouraged community-
wide awareness of bullying. In addition, 
Clinton’s statement challenges people’
s stereotypes. 
Piaget already saw problems with 
modern culture. According to Piaget, 
“cheating is a defensive reaction which 
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our educational systems seem to have 
wantonly called forth in the pupil.” He 
stated that cheating is a product of today’
s school systems, thus of school culture. 
This statement seems to imply that the 
institutions and the larger culture that 
create and educate children are partially 
to blame for “cheating.” If the same 
can be said of school bullying (which is 
relevant to cheating) then even Piaget 
realized that a hierarchical, competitive 
and violent culture would create children 
who mirror these adult behaviors even 
while still learning to be adults. Bullying 
won’t go away until the culture changes. 
7. Conclusion
By reviewing literature about bullying 
and surveying some of the changes that 
have occurred in family structure, schools, 
the mass media and political approaches 
toward protecting children, we have come 
to see:
1)  how pre-1990s stereotypes about bullies 
follow from Piaget’s theory,
2)  how new studies since the 1990s 
overturned these stereotypes,
3)  how the school shootings of the late 
1990s changed people’s perceptions of 
bullying and what needed to be done 
about it, and 
4)  how family, schools, the mass media and 
politics affect and reﬂect school bullying. 
We also saw that the way adults have 
dealt with school bullying has changed 
from an individual approach to whole 
school and whole community approaches, 
and that such approaches have even 
changed political perceptions of bullying. 
School bullying is a multidimensional 
phenomenon which both reflects and 
affects society. The seriousness of school 
bullying is certainly a “public health 
problem” (Garbarino of Cornell University) 
and, in addition to making people aware 
of the seriousness of school bullying, 
we need new social/ psychological 
approaches to change school culture.
School bullying is deeply connected with 
the culture of school. According to John 
Dewey, a father of American education, 
“the aim of education and of civic life 
is intel lectual ,  moral ,  and personal 
development.” More than 60 years ago, 
he realized that even when schools do 
not have programs in moral education, 
they provide moral education through the 
moral atmosphere that is a part of every 
school. 
The roots of school bullying are also 
deeply connected with adults’ lack of 
awareness of the effects of their own 
behavior. Parents must reﬂect on their 
own current involvement in bullying. 
Childhood is the most important phase 
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in human life because children absorb 
everything around them, whether positive 
or negative. How can we provide a 
healthy environment for children which 
is free from school bullying? Researchers 
these days have gone back to a simple 
solution for reducing school bullying. 
An emphasis on mutual respect and 
empathy is the key way to reduce 
bullying. Many researchers these days 
advocate a basic solution for preventing 
bullying: teaching children respect 
and responsibility, a solution originally 
advocated by Piaget . For example, 
Richards and Deuel (2002), authors of 
“Kids, Cops, Counselors and Characters,” 
claim that diversity and tolerance, peer 
relationships, and caring and sharing 
are the key components for building 
self-respect and respect for others. 
Wendy Schwartz (1996), a researcher 
who specializes in urban and minority 
education, also suggests that schools can 
reduce violence by enhancing respect 
among all members of their community; 
this includes enhancing student self-
respect and creating an appreciation 
for diversity. School is a place not only 
to learn the school curriculum but also 
to learn to socialize with others by 
establishing respect for both what is 
inside and outside the self.
Adults try to teach their children good 
morals, but their children learn more by 
imitating adults’ actions and behaviors. 
Children learn behaviors from existing 
role models. As we cannot buy new 
values for our children, we must first 
model these values, then teach them to 
our children. As “it takes a village to 
raise a child” (African proverb), we need 
to change adults’ culture if we want 
to change children’s culture. Adults 
need to be more aware of their own 
prejudices and behaviors and they need 
to understand the real phenomenon of 
bullying
There still exists a traditional belief that 
supports the power imbalance inherent 
in school bul ly ing .  As Okabayashi 
points out, adults, including parents and 
teachers, often have the same belief 
as the bullies that power is right, and 
that competency is the best quality in 
this society. Some of the values that we 
espouse as a society can undoubtedly 
influence how our children behave. This 
thinking is similar to the belief of Albert 
Bandura, who stated that although we 
believe reducing violence is important, 
“we are so accustomed to violence that 
we cannot see beyond it” (1973). We have 
to look beyond power and competency in 
order to spread the belief that bullying 
is a serious problem for children that we 
adults need to deal with.
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8. Summary and Recommendations
This writing has argued that before 1990s 
and 2005, a major change has occurred in 
the sources, consequences, and people’s 
perceptions of bullying. The writer will 
end this paper by suggesting a direction 
for possible future research, further study 
of the effects of school-wide intervention 
programs on bullying. In other words, 
do these intervention programs have 
a positive long-term impact on school 
bullying in US schools? And what needs 
to be done now all over the world to fight 
bullying? Future research on bullying 
could answer these questions.
i  Olweus began his research by studying 
aggression and peer acceptance in 
adolescent boys; thus he-researched only 
boys at that time.
ii  The word used in Scandinavia for 
bullying or bully/victim problems is 
“mobbing.” This word has been used 
with several different meanings and 
implications. The original English word 
stem “mob” indicates that it is usually 
a large and anonymous group of people 
engaged in the harassment of others 
(Heinemann1972, Olweus 1973, 1993)
iii  A period during which justice is 
subordinated to adult authority, which 
Piaget called “heteronymous morality.”
iv  The second stage is a period called 
“progressive equalitarianism,”the 
transition between the two stages.
v  This stage is called “autonomous 
morality,” when purely equalitarian 
justice is tempered by considerations of 
equity.
vi  Pepler used a definition of bullying 
which is almost the same as Olweus’s 
definition.
vii  There is not yet any systematic 
measurement for assessing people’s 
Internet viewing rate. 
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